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DISASTER SUPPLEMENTAL-RESCISSIONS/Nuclear Waste Repository

SUBJECT: Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Disaster Assistance and Rescissions Act . . . H.R. 1158. Domenici
motion to table the Reid/Bryan amendment No. 438 to the Hatfield substitute amendment No. 420.

ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 77-17

SYNOPSIS: As introduced, H.R. 1158, the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Disaster Assistance and Resciss
Act, will provide $5.360 billion in emergency appropriations for disaster assistance, and will rescind $17.1¢
billion for various Departments and agencies.

The Hatfield substitute amendment would strike the provisions of H.R. 1158 and insert in lieu thereof the text of S. 617
reported, which would provide $6.700 billion in disaster assistance (the amount requested by the President), would g8&ind $1
billion for various Departments and agencies, and would provide for expedited salvage timber sales on Federal langiedios fiscal
1995 and 1996.

The Reid/Bryan amendmentwould transfer $14.7 million of the funds raised from electric ratepayers for nuclear waste dispos
to drug abuse block grants. (Ratepayers of utilities that produce electricity with nuclear energy are taxed by the Govetisment t
money to build a permanent nuclear waste repository; site characterizations for that repository are ongoing at Yucca Mour
Nevada.)

Debate was limited by unanimous consent. Following debate, Senator Domenici moved to table the Reid amendment. Gen
those favoring the motion to table opposed the amendment; those opposing the motion to table favored the amendment.

Those favoringthe motion to table contended:

The United States has 109 commercial nuclear reactors. By the year 2030, all these reactors will have completed their |
40-year licenses. Their total cumulative discharge of radioactive waste will be 85,000 metric tons. That waste musidposeftly d
of over the long term. With these facts in mind, Congress adopted the Nuclear Waste Policy Act in 1982, which placdtka tax c
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ratepayers of utilities that produce nuclear energy, with the proceeds to be used to develop a long-term storage facility.

The taxes raised are placed into a trust fund. Each year Congress appropriates the amount that it believes is needexd from the f
to build the storage facility. This year Congress appropriated $400 million. The trust fund balance was accordingly rgd0@ed by
million. The Reid amendment would take $14.7 million of this appropriated amount and use it for another purpose. The merits of
the other purpose are entirely irrelevant--all that matters is that the effect of the Reid amendment would be to raiak tivastacle
repository trust fund which is paid for by ratepayers, not taxpayers. We did not place a surcharge on nuclear utility' cisgomers
of electricity in order to pay for social programs, however meritorious; we placed that surcharge in order to raise nsposeg to di
of nuclear waste. Any other use for the money raised would be unethical. We sympathize with the Senators from Nevada who have
offered this amendment. If we were they, we too would not want to have all the Nation's nuclear waste buried in our State. Howe
we emphatically oppose the method they have chosen for trying to reduce funding for this nuclear waste repository, and thus urg
the resounding rejection of their amendment.

Those opposinghe motion to table contended:

This year $400 million has been appropriated to dig a hole in the ground in Nevada. That amount is $130 million more than was
appropriated last year, and is more than will even be spent. At the same time, $14.7 million was cut from the substdack abuse b
grant program. That program has had an incredible success rate. It saves lives and saves money. For example, in Nesgada, substan
abuse is a primary factor in 55 percent of child abuse cases. Accordingly, Nevada funded a program using block grant funding to
provide intensive treatment to the abusive parents. The program accepts up to 42 families, at a cost of $85,000 peayear, and h
90-percent success rate after 1 year of treatment. Absent this program, the State would have had to take the childrpareots thei
and give them alternate care, at an average cost per child of $40,000 per year. Thus, this substance abuse treatmespgrogram ke
families together and saves the State money. Similar treatment programs have been found to lower criminal recidiviser rates, low
medical treatment costs, and keep at-risk kids in school. In every case, drug abuse treatment has proven to be legmgogly than
for the attendant social costs of drug abusers. Some Senators say that the benefits of the block grant program arethestevant t
because the source of the funding, the nuclear waste fund, is objectionable. They argue that money for the fund isfraised only
electric ratepayers to build a nuclear storage dump, and should therefore only be used for that purpose. We doubt nisst ratepaye
would agree if they were asked. We believe they would agree with us that it is more important to fund drug abuse treeament prog
than it is to dig a hole in Nevada. We suspect, if they could vote, that they would join us in opposing this motion to table.



